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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 
Claims 1-75 have been cancelled. Applicant's arguments/amendments with respect to 
newly presented claims 76-89 filed 10/18/2007 have been fully considered and therefore the 
claims are rejected under new grounds. The Examiner would like to point out that this action is 
made final (See MPEP 706.07a). 

Drawings 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the step of determining whether to 
cause the processing device to perform the operation based at least partially on a file space 
containing the object, must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new 
matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and. appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
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application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 82 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

In line 10 of the claim ("least partially on and a file space containing the object") the 
'and' should be deleted. 

In lines 13-14 of the claim ("determination, to cause the processing device access the 
object stored at the storage server and perform the operation"), the limitation should be changed 
so that it is similar to the following statement "determination, to cause the processing device to 
access the object stored at the storage server and to perform the operation." 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
I. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections. set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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II. Claims 76, 79-80, and 82-84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Smithson et al., US Patent No. 6,802,012, and further in view of Edwards et al., US Patent 
No. 6,931,540. 
As per claim 76: 

Smithson et al. substantially teach a method including: receiving at a storage server, from 
a requester, a request for an object stored at the server (col. 4, lines 25-30); in response to the 
request, determining whether to cause a processing device access to the object, wherein the 
processing device is separate from the storage server and is not in a path from the requester to the 
object (col. 4, lines 31-39); causing the processing device to perform the operation in response to 
a specified outcome of said determining (col. 4, lines 40-43); receiving at the storage server a 
result of the operation from the processing device (col. 4, lines 40-43); and conditionally 
allowing access to the object in response to the request according to the result of the operation 
(col. 4, lines 43-45). 

Not explicitly disclosed is wherein the determining step includes determining at the 
storage server whether to cause a processingdevice to access the object stored at the storage 
server and perform an operation on data associated with the object based at least partially on a 
file space containing the object. However, Edwards et al. teach that various processing devices 
perform various scan types depending on the type of file which is requested to be scanned (col. 
5, lines 1-12 and lines 35-39). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in Smithson et al. to determine 
whether a processing device has proper access to perform a particular virus scan on the file at 
hand. This modification would have been obvious because a person having ordinary skill in the 
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art, at the time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since Edwards et al. 
suggest that varying levels of security are utilized depending on the process accessing the file, as 
well as the type of file being accessed in order to allow for better/more efficient use of the 
systems resources in col. 3, line 60 - col. 4, line 10. 
As per claim 79: 

Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. substantially teach the method of claim 76. 
Furthermore, Edwards et al. teach wherein the storage server enforces a timeout for the 
operation; wherein even if the timeout expires, the processing device completes the operation 
and reports the result of the operation to the server; and wherein the storage server stores the 
result of the operation for possible later use (col. 5, lines 1-5 and col. 6, lines 49-57). 
As per claim 80: 

Smithson et al and Edwards et al. substantially teach the method of claim 76. 
Furthermore, Smithson et al teach wherein the operation comprises virus scanning (col. 4, lines 
30-32). 

As per claim 82: 

Smithson et al. substantially teach an apparatus comprising: a storage server storing a set 
of objects and having a network interface (col. 4, lines 25-33); and a processing device that is 
connected to the storage server and that is not in a path from a client to the objects stored at the 
server (col. 4, lines 31-39), wherein when the storage server receives a client request for an 
object of the set of objects through the network interface (col. 4, lines 25-33); the storage server 
sends a first message to the processing device that indicates the object to the processing device, 
in response to a specified outcome of the determination, to cause the processing device access 
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the object stored at the storage server and perform the operation (col. 4, lines 32-39); the 
processing device sends a second message to the storage server that indicates a result of the 
operation (col. 4, lines 40-43); and the storage server generates a response to the client request, 
the response conditionally providing access by the client to the object according to the second 
message (col. 4, lines 43-45). 

Not explicitly disclosed is wherein the storage server determines whether to cause the 
processing device to perform an operation on data associated with the object, wherein the storage 
server determines whether to cause the processing device to perform the operation based at least 
partially on and a file space containing the object. However, Edwards et al. teach that various 
processing devices perform various scan types depending on the type of file which is requested 
to be scanned (col. 5, lines 1-12 and lines 35-39). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a 
person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in Smithson 
et al. to determine whether a processing device has proper access to perform a particular virus 
scan on the file at hand. This modification would have been obvious because a person having 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so 
since Edwards et al. suggest that varying levels of security are utilized depending on the process 
accessing the file, as well as the type of file being accessed in order to allow for better/more 
efficient use of the systems resources in col. 3, line 60 - col. 4, line 10. 
As per claim 83: 

Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. substantially teach the apparatus of claim 82. 
Furthermore, Edwards et al. teach wherein the storage server enforces a timeout for the second 
message; wherein even if the timeout expires, the second message is sent from the processing 
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device to the server; and wherein the storage server stores the result of the operation for possible 
later use (col. 5, lines 1-5 and col. 6, lines 49-57). 
As per claim 84: 

Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. substantially teach the apparatus of claim 82. 
Furthermore, Smithson et al. teach wherein the operation comprises virus scanning (col. 4, lines 
30-32). 

III. Claim 77 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smithson et al., 
US Patent No. 6,802,012, and Edwards et al., US Patent No. 6,931,540, as applied to claim 76 
above, and further in view of Tso et al., US Patent No. 6,088,803. 
As per claim 77: 

Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. substantially teach the method of claim 76. 
Furthermore, Edwards et al. teach wherein the operation includes a plurality of processes (col. 3, 
lines 60-66). Not explicitly disclosed is each process being performed at a separate processing 
device in a cluster. However, Tso et al. teach that there may be several content servers carrying 
the data objects and that each one of the processing devices capable of performing virus scanning 
may be distributed across a network (col. 2, lines 38-45). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to a person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in 
Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. to have a separate processing device for the various types of 
virus scans that may be performed on a file, where those processing devices would form a 
cluster. This modification would have been obvious because a person having ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since Tso et al. 
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suggest that distributed virus scanning ensures the security of networked elements in col. 8, lines 
50-62. 

IV. Claims 78, 81, and 85 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Smithson et al., US Patent No. 6,802,0 12, and Edwards et al., US Patent No. 6,931,540, as 
applied to claim 76 above, and further in view of ***. 
As per claim 78: 

Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. substantially teach the method of claim 76. 
Furthermore, Edwards et al. teach the method further including assigning a specific access type 
to the processing device by the server, the specific access type allowing the processing device to 
perform the operation (col. 3, lines 45-59). Not explicitly disclosed is wherein the specific 
access type allows the processing device to perform the operation even while another user has a 
lock on the object. However, Poublan et al. teach that it is well known that, depending on the 
particular lock the user has put on the file, reading of the file is still permitted by other processes 
(where virus-scanning is a M read M -type operation as opposed to a "write" operation). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to a person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the method disclosed in Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. to allow for the processing device to 
perform an operation, such as virus scanning on the object even while another user has a lock on 
the object. This modification would have been obvious because a person having ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since Poublan et 
al. suggest that if a "for input" lock is the type of lock placed on a file by a user, other processes 
may still access the file for reading purposes, where this is beneficial so that authorized users 
may access resources as needed for their duties in col. 63, lines 57-63. 
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As per claim 81: 

Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. substantially teach the method of claim 80. 
Furthermore, Smithson et al. teach wherein the operation is performed only if the processing 
device has open-for-scanning permission to access the object (col. 4, lines 50-63). Not explicitly 
disclosed is wherein if the processing device has the open-for-scanning permission to access the 
object, the operation is performed even if the object is locked by another user. However, 
Poublan et al. teach that it is well known that, depending on the particular lock the user has put 
on the file, reading of the file is still permitted by other processes (where virus-scanning is a 
"read"-type operation as opposed to a "write" operation). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to a person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in 
Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. to allow for the processing device to perform an operation, 
such as virus scanning on the object even while another user has a lock on the object. This 
modification would have been obvious because a person having ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since Poublan et al. suggest 
that if a "for input" lock is the type of lock placed on a file by a user, other processes may still 
access the file for reading purposes, where this is beneficial so that authorized users may access 
resources as needed for their duties in col. 63, lines 57-63. 
As per claim 85: 

Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. substantially teach the apparatus of claim 84. 
Furthermore, Smithson et al. teach wherein the operation is performed only if the processing 
device has open-for-scanning permission to access the object (col. 4, lines 50-63). Not explicitly 
disclosed is wherein if the processing device has the open-for-scanning permission to access the 
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object, the operation is performed even if the object is locked by another user. However, 
Poublan et al. teach that it is well known that, depending on the particular lock the user has put 
on the file, reading of the file is still permitted by other processes (where virus-scanning is a 
"read"-type operation as opposed to a "write" operation). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to a person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in 
Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. to allow for the processing device to perform an operation, 
such as virus scanning on the object even while another user has a lock on the object. This 
modification would have been obvious because a person having ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since Poublan et al. suggest 
that if a "for input" lock is the type of lock placed on a file by a user, other processes may still 
access the file for reading purposes, where this is beneficial so that authorized users may access 
resources as needed for their duties in col. 63, lines 57-63. 

V. Claims 86-89 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smithson et 
al., US Patent No. 6,802,012 and further in view of Poublan et al., US Patent No. 4,104,71*8. 
As per claim 86: 

Smithson et al. substantially teach a method including: receiving at a storage server a 
client request for an object stored at the server (col. 4, lines 25-30); assigning by the storage 
server a specific access type to a processing device that is separate from the storage server and is 
not in a path from the client to the object (col. 4, lines 30-39 and lines 56-67); causing the 
processing device to perform the operation (col. 4, lines 40-43); receiving at the storage server a 
result of the operation from the processing device (col. 4, lines 40-43); and conditionally 
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allowing access to the object in response to the client request according to the result of the 
operation (col. 4, lines 43-45). 

Not explicitly disclosed is that the specific access type allows the processing device to 
perform an operation on the object even while another client has a lock on the object. However, 
Poublan et al. teach that it is well known that, depending on the particular lock the user has put 
on the file, reading of the file is still permitted by other processes (where virus-scanning is a 
"read"-type operation as opposed to a "write" operation). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to a person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in 
Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. to allow for the processing device to perform an operation, 
such as virus scanning on the object even while another user has a lock on the object. This 
modification would have been obvious because a person having ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since Poublan et al. suggest 
that if a "for input 55 lock is the type of lock placed on a file by a user, other processes may still 
access the file for reading purposes, where this is beneficial so that authorized users may access 
resources as needed for their duties in col. 63, lines 57-63. 
As per claim 87: 

Smithson et al. and Poublan et al. substantially teach the method of claim 86. 
Furthermore, Smithson et al. teach wherein the operation comprises virus scanning (col. 4, lines 
30-32). 

As per claim 88: 

Smithson et al. substantially teach an apparatus comprising: a storage server storing a set 
of objects and having a network interface (col. 4, lines 25-33); and a processing device coupled 
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to the server, wherein the processing device is not in a path from a client to the objects stored at 
the server, wherein: the storage server receives a client request for an object of the set of objects 
through the network interface (col. 4, lines 30-39); the storage server assigns a specific access 
type to a processing device that is separate from the storage server and is not in a path from the 
client to the object (col. 4, lines 56-67); the storage server causes the processing device to 
perform the operation (col. 4, lines 40-43); the storage server receives at the storage server a 
result of the operation from the processing device (col. 4, lines 40-43); and the storage server 
conditionally allows access to the object in response to the client request according to the result 
of the operation (col. 4, lines 43-45). 

Not explicitly disclosed is that the specific access type allows the processing device to 
perform an operation on the object even while another client has a lock on the object. However, 
Poublan et al. teach that it is well known that, depending on the particular lock the user has put 
on the file, reading of the file is still permitted by other processes (where virus-scanning is a 
"read"-type operation as opposed to a "write" operation). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to a person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in 
Smithson et al. and Edwards et al. to allow for the processing device to perform an operation, 
such as virus scanning on the object even while another user has a lock on the object. This 
modification would have been obvious because a person having ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since Poublan et al. suggest 
that if a "for input" lock is the type of lock placed on a file by a user, other processes may still 
access the file for reading purposes, where this is beneficial so that authorized users may access 
resources as needed for their duties in col. 63, lines 57-63. 
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As per claim 89: 

Smithson et al. and Poublan et al. substantially teach the apparatus of claim 88. 
Furthermore, Smithson et al. teach wherein the operation comprises virus scanning (col. 4, lines 
30-32). 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nadia Khoshnoodi whose telephone number is (571) 272-3825. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 8:00-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Emmanuel Moise can be reached on (571) 272-3865. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Nadia Khoshnoodi 
Examiner 
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1/5/2008 
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